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Article 7

LUTHERAN IDENTITY AND DIVERSITY IN EDUCATION
Bruce Reichenbach

Thirty years ago a non-Lutheran colleague accepted an
invitation to teach at my college. In those days--and in
many days since--prospective faculty were not asked about
their commitment to the mission statement ofthe college, let
alone about how they saw themselves contributing to
Lutheran higher education. In fact, my colleague reports
that the college officials never even asked the vacuous
question whether he/she was sympathetic with the mission
of the college. Possessing excellent academic credentials,
including a degree from a respected university, my colleague
gave evidence of being a competent teacher and was hired.
Over the years not only did he/she fulfill that promise by
becoming both an outstanding teacher and an active
participant in faculty governance, but he/she developed a
commitment to the mission of the college. At career's end,
my colleague confided that although at the outset he/she
could not affirm the mission of the college as a Lutheran
institution, at retirement such was possible. This person's
diversity, though not initially intentionally engaged, yielded
positive results for the institution.
This colleague contrasts in interesting ways with another to
whom a previous president proudly points as evidence ofhis
diverse hiring practices. A pleasant colleague, this person
was not significantly involved in either faculty governance
or campus life. Although representing a different religious
tradition, this colleague never engaged the college in
intellectual dialogue or practice with that tradition. It is not
obvious how this person's lauded diversity contributed
significantly to the diversity aspect of the college's mission,
except perhaps in some token way.
The contrast between these two colleagues is instructive,
especially as it raises the poignant question ofthe nature and
role of diversity within a Lutheran college. Many different
stories could be told, for there are multiple ways in which
the triad of excellent educators commitment to Lutheran
identity, and diversity interact. These stories join creatively
where Lutheran colleges propose to be intentionally
excellent, intentionally Christian, and intentionally diverse.
Of course, colleges can manifest one or more of these traits
by choice or happenstance. What is of interest here is how
to bring these elements--especially the last two--into
rational, creative tension without jeopardizing the
institution's Lutheran identity.
For over 20 years theologians and philosophers have
employed the taxonomy of exclusivism, inclusivism, and
pluralism in discussions of religious diversity. 1 In what

follows I apply these models to understanding issues of
identity and diversity in educational institutions. Since
Lutheran colleges stand most appropriately within the
inclusivist vein, I will tease out the tensions that exist on the
inclusivist model.
Taxonomy for Understanding Diversity
According to the exclusivist perspective on diversity, truths
central to a given perspective are embodied in particular
formulations and need to be guarded against being diluted.
Diverse viewpoints are to be appreciated, but either are
circumscribed to protect and foster the maintenance of the
central truths or are posited to provide positions in respect to
which one can distinguish, understand, or defend the central
truths. Exclusivist educational institutions hold that their
educational program contains dimensions that are not
negotiable because they make possible the very discourse in
which the institution engages.
They constitute the
framework on which the curriculum is constructed, affirm
the common cultural values to which the community assents,
and define the ethic that governs institutional social
intercourse. It is not that other perspectives necessarily are
mistaken (although this may be affirmed where such
perspectives contravene what is espoused) or that other
curricula cannot provide desirable educational outcomes.
Rather, the institution desires to preserve a particular
character and accordingly affirms this in word and, where
consistent, in deed. To preserve their sine qua non,
exclusivist institutions may require that some or all of its
members assent to a mission statement that in one way or
another affirms central core truths or ideals establishing the
institution's identity.
Whereas secular exclusivist
institutions may tacitly assume its members adhere to this
core, religious institutions may require some or all of its
members to assent to a core that may assume a doctrinal
form, exposited in a more or less detailed statement of faith.
When the core is understood behaviorally, an institution may
require some or all of its members to participate in certain
activities (chapel, courses in religion, service learning) and
refrain from others.
The strength of an exclusivist institution is that it often
knows what it is about. It has an explicit if not unified
educational and social philosophy that seeks to realize its
stated mission. It directs (theoretically if not in practice) its
activities, both those at its educational foundation and those
falling under the broader category of community or support
services, to foster this mission. 2 As a consequence, the
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faculty, administration, students, alumni, and donors possess
a clear vision of the nature and purpose of the institution and
ideally assent to furthering it by their activities.
The alleged weakness of this model is that it fosters
insularity. Although students likely encounter on the
campus people displaying a wide range of personality types
and character traits, colleges intentionally expose students to
peers and faculty who espouse a more narrow range of
perspectives. What is taught, thought, read, and written
about must fit within the parameters stated by the institution.
In such a context cross fertilization between intellectual
perspectives often occurs only second-hand, as presented
not by adherents of other perspectives but in comment or
critique by those already committed to a differing
perspective. Advocacy of divergent views by members of
the community often is limited.
Exclusivists respond that the unity of perspective can be a
strength for the institution as it steers its course through
society. A unified constituency, both internal and external,
helps maintain the course, for the mission of the institution
is less threatened when its members adhere conscientiously
to what they have pledged. Diverse perspectives are not
ignored but are discussed, especially in ways that help
students see how they diverge from the primary truths
espoused by the institution.
This leads to another worry that frequently surfaces
regarding exclusivist institutions, namely, whether its
members can maintain freedom of inquiry when their
academic position depends upon prior assent. Members of
such institutions often defend their freedom of inquiry on
the grounds that they have the freedom to explore all ideas;
indeed, because their biases already are stated and positions
known, they are more honest and open to the community of
hearers and readers than other explorers. Critics of such
institutions contend that freedom of inquiry is limited in that
the outcome of investigation and research already is
evaluatively determined, at least with respect to the
parameters specified by what is taken to be the sine qua non
of the institution. From an outsider's perspective, it is
difficult to see how inquiry can be open and discussion
mutually fruitful if the outcome is to some degree precluded.
From an insider's perspective, it is easy for critics to be
deluded into thinking that perspective-free, completely
objective exploration of ideas is possible anywhere.
In sum, exclusivist institutions maintain their identity
through a unified worldview about doctrinal, pedagogical,
or behavioral matters, while they face the criticism that they
lack the yeast of diversity and the ingredient of freedom.
Without these dimensions, it is alleged, the riches of
education are not fully theirs.

According to the pluralist perspective, truths are not
embodied in a particular mode of understanding but are
many, perspectival, probably even contradictory. Indeed, it
is possible, if not likely, that truths derive from rather than
exist independent of truth-valuers. We apply the label truth
to claims that work particularly well for us in understanding,
operating within, or manipulating the world. Pluralist
educational institutions hold that since diversity constitutes
an educational end in itself, all views should be explored,
preferably under the guidance of their advocates. Although
not necessarily equally legitimate, views can be critiqued
properly only by using criteria intrinsic to the perspective
from which they are advocated. Externalist critiques result
in triumphalist judgmentalism. Such institutions espouse the
ideal of open-ended inquiry; there are no sacred cows.
The strength of the pluralist position is its welcoming
attitude toward all perspectives. It not only allows but
encourages the multitude of ideas to flourish. Intentionally
pluralist institutions recruit faculty, administration, staff, and
students with an eye to how they can bring diversity into the
institution. The result may be a curriculum presenting a rich
potpourri of courses and ideas, and a campus populated by
individuals representing and espousing diverse life styles,
cultural backgrounds, and points of view.
Critics contend that a pluralist institution by nature cannot
claim a unique identity, for the advocacy of a common
theme around which it is organized or to which it is
committed, other than diversity, would be inconsonant with
its pluralism. There can be no central theses or ideological
mission to which the faculty or students must adhere, for in
principle advocacy of such would violate the freedom of
those who advocate a different set of ideas or mission to
participate in the institution. To exclude such people from
the institution contravenes the ideals of diversity and
tolerance. Since by definition pluralist institutions have no
ideological center or focus, they are not so much universities
as diversities.
Defenders of the pluralism may reply that this
characterization is inadequate, for pluralist institutions
advocate certain core ideals. These ideals, including
tolerance and civility, are values propounded by a liberal,
civilized society and essential for successfully conducting
the educational enterprise. Without tolerance and civility, an
institution cannot function harmoniously and freely;
harmony and freedom thus constitute additional central
ideals.
Yet the more ideals are added and emphasized as
indispensable, the more it looks like pluralist institutions
possess a central core to which they expect their members to

Intersections/Summer 2003
-22-

Obviously a tension exists between maintaining a set of
claims or ideals that the institution takes to be true while at
the same time claiming to engage in open, learning dialogue
with other, perhaps contrary, positions. Inclusivists have to
be asked, when they claim that the core can be dialogically
challenged, whether the dialogue with the other positions is
genuine. Are they willing to question to the point of
modifying their foundational mission or abandoning their
central core beliefs, when those with whom they dialogue
reject those core beliefs and suggest alternative points of
view? If dialogue is open to persuasion, and if in dialogue
one attempts to persuade others to one's beliefs, then at the
same time one runs the risk of being persuaded to another's
point of view.6

adhere, at least tacitly. Indeed, one irony of espousing this
educational perspective is the temptation to become
exclusivist institutions. In the name of these and other
liberal ideals, pluralist institutions often exclude contrarian
viewpoints from participation in the community. "Persons
from a wide variety of races and cultures are welcomed into
the university, but only on the condition that they think
more-or-less alike.... One of the strongest current motives
for discriminating in academia even against traditional
religious viewpoints that play within the procedural rules of
universities is that many advocates of such viewpoints are
prone to be conservative politically and to hold views
regarding lifestyle, the family, or sexuality that may be
offensive to powerful groups on campuses. Hence in the
name of tolerance, pluralism, and diversity academic
expressions of such religious perspectives may be
discriminated against."3 In particular, political correctness
often dominates their culture. Although in theory tolerance
is the liberal value of pluralism, in practice tolerance often is
offered only to those perspectives deemed consistent with or
worthy of liberal recognition.4

Dialogue is a two-way street. As Richard Hughes points out,
inclusivists face the danger of lapsing into relativism.7
Inclusivists may reply that indeed dialogue is what they
want. The ideas and challenges posed by others in tum
enrich their own perspective. The critical point concerns the
purpose of dialogue and the role of understanding and
persuasion. Since the inclusivist believes that there are
truths, the pursuit of truth will lie at the heart of the
dialogue.

In sum, pluralism provides for genuine engagement with
diverse perspectives. Yet a dilemma results: diversity can
lead to lack of focus, the correction of which encourages the
tempting tendency to exclude particular positions that
conflict with unstated or stated presuppositions about the
kind of worldview educators on the pluralist campus should
hold.

The inclusivist institution that intentionally creates a diverse
college community faces several challenges. First, it may be
so focused on diversity that it loses its character as a
Christian (Baptist, Lutheran, Catholic) school. It may create
an institution that under the weight of new forces assumes a
new vision and shape, so that the old remains hardly
recognizable.
This occurs especially when the
administration and staff are hired for their diversity, with
little thought to maintaining a critical mass committed to the
previous institutional identity. The carrots of diversity,
tolerance, and academic excellence can tempt the institution
to over-indulge .

ploying a third model, inclusivists maintain that the
· .tral truths that inform the institution may be expressed in
erse ways. Institutions adhering to this model affirm a
;p.egotiable aspect, something that shapes the heart and
· f the .tradition in which the institution is located. At
� time, inclusivist institutions realize that this non
. 1� core not only may be realized in diverse ways,
)faa;cpntext of the specific institution and in similar
.
. \G?llf�Xts,,{e.g., within similar institutions), but it can be
enriched•by,bringing diverse perspectives to bear on it.

Second, it confronts the challenge that in making diversity a
goal, the college becomes essentially indistinguishable from
its secular counterparts. As Gilbert Meilaender notes, when
the talk turns to the importance of diversity, it is "the same
kind of diversity ... at which every other college and
university is aiming. In the seeking of that elusive goal, in
the attempt to be like everyone else, we will in fact do our
bit to destroy the possibility that there might be truly diverse
institutions of higher education in our society." 8 Instead,
diversity should be a means to further broaden the
educational perspectives of students and provide
opportunities for growth within the context of a particular
community. The curriculum will have a distinctive shape
that embodies, dialogues with, and furthers the mission

This position shares the strength of the exclusivist position
iri affirming a central core that most often is contained in the
mission statement. The mission statement, if formulated
thoughtfully and taken seriously, provides guidance for
inclusivist institutions in directing the curriculum and
extracurricular activities, hiring, and presenting the
institution to the internal and external community.
Inclusivism also shares the strength of the pluralist view in
that it welcomes diversity into the community to enrich it.
In dialogue with diverse viewpoints, it comes not only to a
fuller understanding of itself but also of other points of
view.5
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categorize individual Lutheran institutions. Indeed, it is
notoriously difficult to place concrete entities in ideal
models. Instead, I inquire about institutions that self
consciously desire to be inclusivist.

rather than a smorgasbord curriculum presenting unrelated
individual menu items to students. The result will be an
inclusive community focused around the central mission.
Third, an inclusive community faces the challenge of
integrating the diverse members of the community in ways
that avoid polarization of the community and treatment of
either non-Christians or Christians as second-class citizens
or resident aliens. One danger is that in a Christian
inclusivist institution those who are not Christians may
either see themselves or be viewed by Christian members of
the community as less valuable or significant to the
community, not contributing seriously to the on-going life
and mission of the college. The correlative danger is that
Christians become a defensive, embattled minority on the
campus, cowed by political correctness into silence. If
either of these occurs, the institution will fragment and the
dialogue between faith and learning that is integral to the
institution will dissipate into silence or result in carping or
suspicion between the two sides.

To begin, if one is going to be inclusivist, what is the non
negotiable core of the Lutheran institution? From the
outset, this proves a difficult question. Lutheran writers
frequently warn that we should be careful to distinguish
identity from distinctiveness.11 "Christians should feel under
no particular compunction to say, 'Only that is Christian
which is distinctively Christian.' ...Many things characterize
Christian existence even though they don't characterize
Christian existence alone."12 Indeed, Meilaender notes that
if we start looking "for something peculiarly Lutheran in
higher education, we will get talk about how Lutherans
appreciate 'paradox.' Or platitudes about freedom and
mutual respect ... We will get a misbegotten 'two kingdoms'
notion [and] talk about the importance of diversity." 13 He
contends that "it will always be mistaken to try to fashion a
purely 'Lutheran' understanding of what Christian higher
education ought to be." His contention is that Luther did not
intend to remove a segment of the Church from its wider
context; instead, Lutherans are truly ecumenical.

This can be avoided when each person in the diverse
community is able to address thoughtfully how he or she
relates to all aspects of the college's mission, including its
Christian mission. Those who espouse the Christian
emphasis as a matter of their own faith perspective will
reflect on how it impacts their teaching, learning and
community life. Those who do not espouse it as a matter of
personal faith perspective will reflect on how they can
creatively dialogue with their colleagues and students,
especially with respect to matters of Christian faith and
learning, and how they can help inform the core ideals and
educate. Here, for example, professional development
programs can significantly contribute both to educate the
faculty about the mission and to facilitate constructive
dialogue about that mission.

However, Meilaender goes on to argue that "if there is a
reason for the continued existence of such institutions, they
must offer something distinctive and distinctively
Christian."14 Authors writing on the topic seem to concur
that not only is there something identifiable and
characteristic about the Christian education, but there is
something identifiable and characteristic about the Lutheran
take on that education. These features provide, in part, the
raison d'etre for being a Church-related or Christian
educational institution. Where is that identity to be located?
Robert Benne argues that it is a mistake to define this core in
terms of a Lutheran ethos culturally understood, for as the
cultural identity of Lutheran institutions changes with the
employment of a diverse faculty and the admission of an
ethnically diverse student body, the cultural ethos
evaporates. "The center for Lutheran liberal arts colleges
ought to be religiously defined ... This religious vision ...
would have within it an interpretation of the role and nature
of human learning."15 This center is a Christian center,
incorporating a "Lutheran Christian vision of reality,
particularly in its intellectual form."16

In short, a college that espouses an inclusivist mission faces
a situation fraught with tension. The task is to tum the
tension into creative education, a situation providing
potential for growth for both students and faculty, and a
context where issues of faith are raised with renewed
vibrancy, recognizing the legitimacy of diversity, while at
the same time maintaining the integrity and Christian
identity of the institution.9
Lutheran Identity

While Lutheran writers often diverge regarding the content
of this identity-informing core, some themes repeatedly run
through the literature. Richard Hughes works out the
inclusivist model in terms of "human finitude and the
sovereignty of God." 17

It may be asked where Lutheran institutions of higher
education fall on this spectrum. Although my surmise is
that one can find Lutheran institutions in all three categories
and that the movement in the last several decades has been
toward pluralism, 10 I don't propose to address all three or
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In the educational context, it means that since our reason is
impaired, we could always be mistaken. In this way we are
freed to investigate critically not only the views and theories
of others, but our own as well. Doubt, he says, is the
companion of faith. The second trait is the emphasis on
paradox "which shatters our rational categories and forces
us to our knees as we ponder the mysteries that transcend
our understanding." Hughes here recalls the doctrine of the
two kingdoms in which we simultaneously reside and that
meet, notably, in our educational institutions. The life of the
mind "fosters genuine conversation," but without the
necessity of "integrating faith and learning around a
distinctly Christian perspective." The model is one of
sustained dialogue that "brings the secular world and a
Christian perspective into conversation with one another." 18

particular impact on ritual in the college, the Lutheran
confessional heritage. Third., the unity manifested in these
theological themes dissipates somewhat when the writers
derive from them educational theory and practice. The
resulting description is what one would find of any good-
should we say excellent--liberal arts college or university:
dialogue between views, academic excellence, freedom of
inquiry, education for service (vocation), and humility in
pursuit of the truth. Because the resulting picture is of a
common educational ideal, the danger then becomes that
these themes can be pursued quite apart from a Christian
theological orientation. Educational institutions thus can
tend the fruits without attending to the soil.

Darrell Jodock presents a more robust position. He suggests
five theological themes that help identify Lutheran
education: God in the Gospel shows mercy and forgiveness
but is also at work "through social structures to bring order
and justice to the world," Christianity "is primarily a
dynamic set of interpersonal relationships," we experience
God's unmerited adoption and Christian freedom, and the
incamational principle sees God as active and present in
nature and authoritatively through the Word of God. From
these theological themes respectively Jodock draws
characteristics of Lutheran educational institutions:
educating for service to the community, striving for
academic excellence, allowing freedom of inquiry,
embracing the liberal or liberating arts, and creating a
community of discourse. There is nothing distinctively
Lutheran or even Christian about these five characteristics.
For Jodock, as for others, the Christian part is their
rootedness--the ground from which the education
proceeds. 19

We have argued that Christian schools that intentionally seek
to be inclusivist rather than pluralist will find their
rootedness in the soil of theological themes that in tum are
developed in various ways to create institutional identity.
The conceptual will be explicitly formulated for both
internal and external communities in the mission statement
and its supporting documents. It will be realized in forming
the undercurrent beneath the institutional structure. The
development will not be merely conceptual, as a guiding
abstraction. Rather, it must be worked out in structural and
concrete formations. It will flourish in constitutional
requirements regarding governing boards and major
leadership positions, inform the curriculum that addresses
not only required religion courses but ways in which courses
can more broadly integrate faith and learning, infuse campus
social constructs (chaplaincy, convocations, extra-curricular
groups, counseling, social life, and community outreach),
and perhaps most importantly determine the presence of a
"critical mass of faculty members [and staff] who, in
addition to being excellent teacher-scholars, carry in and
among themselves the DNA of the school, care for the
perpetuation of its mission as a Christian community of
inquiry, and understand their own callings as importantly
bound up with the well being of the immediate
community."21

Dialogue between Identity and Diversity

Other authors could be cited, but several points become
clear from this search for a core around which colleges can
construct an identity. First, Lutherans find the identity
rooted theologically in the larger Christian Church. There is
a desire to be not merely Lutheran but Christian in the
broadest sense, of identifying with the · entire Christian
tradition, consonant with Luther's desire to stay within but
reform the Church. Here one finds the emphasis on creation
and the theology of the cross. Second, the particularly
Lutheran cast comes in locating the theological themes in
Luther's theological and educational writings. For example,
the theological themes include Luther's "four great solas, or
'alones,' of the Reformation--Sola Gratia, Sola Scriptura,
Sola Fide, and Solus Christus. "20 In addition to these, five
other themes emerge: the difference between the law and
Gospel (the doctrine of the two kingdoms), Christian
vocation, simultaneously saint and sinner, freedom, and with

This critical mass, not to be measured in numbers, but
assessed in terms of the key roles that particular faculty play
in teaching, administering, and future hiring, is critical for
continuance of the college's mission and identity.
But this brings us to the heart of the problem. If the school's
task is in part to transmit a theological rather than a cultural
tradition that embodies these themes, how will commitment
to identity be balanced with intentional diversity, where
students, faculty and staff with different theological
perspectives and traditions are not only invited into the
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community, but in their faculty and administrative roles
eventually assume positions of leadership in the institution,
including responsibility for hiring? The exclusivist and
pluralist responses to diversity are fairly straightforward.
The issue becomes especially difficult for inclusivist
institutions, which is perhaps why both exclusivism and
pluralism present constant temptations. As we previously
noted, the consideration of diversity results in a tension
between commitment to the central core and the intentional
invitation of those who introduce truths from outside the
core, challenge the thinking about the core, or who have
new or diverse perspectives on and perhaps wish to change
the core to be more in line with their own conceptual
framework or educational philosophy.
Clearly there is no easy formula for maintaining the balance
between the two dimensions, to not lapse into either
exclusiving or pluralism. This, I take it, is consistent with
the Lutheran theology of paradox that holds opposing
dimensions in tension. How is the paradox to be worked out
in the educational context in large part has to do with the
role or purpose of diversity in the inclusivist institution. In
contrast to the pluralist perspective, the inclusivist seeks
diversity not for its own sake but rather for how it
contributes to the three educational objectives of the
educational institution: the shaping of the intellect (the
head) through free inquiry, the motivational preparation for
vocation as service (the hands) in the cause of justice, and
the shaping of the human character (the soul or heart).
Meilaender notes that it may not be appropriate to mold the
heart in the classroom; "it is chiefly a place to shape the
intellect." At the same time, he affirms that "vision and
virtue--intellectual and moral virtue, mind and heart--can
never be entirely separated." 22
Meilaender invokes the education of the student beyond the
curriculum or classroom to address the heart or soul
dimension. I would suggest, rather, that here we encounter
another of those Lutheran paradoxes. On the one hand, the
obvious function of the classroom is to educate the head and
hands. The professor's function, even in professing, is not
to proselytize, convert, or to make disciples, but to
challenge, empower, and free.23
On the other hand, education of the head and hands without
educating the heart (the sentiments) leaves us with, to use
C.S. Lewis's poignant phrase," men without chests." Ideas
without passion, service without commitment to and love for
those served, ethical theory without moral character are an
inheritance of the wind. If we educate our constituency,
acquainting them with the facts and theories, but leave them
less moral and uncommitted to a vision of the truth, we have
failed in our mission to the Kingdom of God.

Educators unfortunately have bequeathed an atomistic vie
of persons, as if head, hand, and heart are not holisticall
connected. Sometimes the Lutheran doctrine of the twd
kingdoms reinforces this view, as if the kingdom on the right
hand is completely divorced from the kingdom on the left
hand. Rather, the two kingdoms, or using our metaphor,
head, hands, and heart, belong to the same unified person.
Theories without vocation in service, service without the
sentiment of love, sentiment without truth, are destructive.
The function of Lutheran education is not to bifurcate but to
bring them together in a unity that preserves and employs
fruitfully the tension.
Given the purpose to educate holistically, the issue is not
simply to create an institution with diversity, but to employ
diversity throughout the institution (what is sometimes
referred to as seamless education) to further the educational
goal of educating head, hands, and heart.24
Intentionally introducing diversity is directed toward
creating a genuine dialogue that enhances the educational
experience on all three fronts. Exposure to those who
advocate diverse perspectives will more adequately prepare
students for conscientious stewardship and caring service in
the real world (the kingdom on the left). But through all
this, care must be taken not to lose the institutional core
identity. To this end, intentionally hiring faculty and staff
who are committed to maintaining both the core components
of the identity and who are willing to engage in the dialogue
between the two kingdoms is critical.25
Furthermore, the curriculum should be such in Lutheran
schools that when students graduate, they too can address
intellectually, from whatever perspective they have, the
relation between the two kingdoms. In short, not only
should colleges educate for service, but the education should
be with an awareness both of the theological tradition that
informs that education, of the need for dialogue between the
Christian faith and other perspectives, and with skills in
navigating that dialogue.
In sum, the creation of an intentionally diverse institution
within Lutheran tradition calls for implementing the paradox
of maintaining the identifying core while at the same time
creating an atmosphere of true dialogue, all in the service of
education of head, hands, and heart. The temptation in our
era is to foster diversity and/or excellence at the cost of
identity. Diversity is not pluralism. Freedom of inquiry
does not bring abandonment of institutional commitment.
Instead, Lutheran colleges should manifest the incarnational
motif of God at work in the world through us, motivated by
the Gospel, as God's stewards ultimately responding to
God's grace.

Bruce Reichenbach is professor of philosophy at Augsburg College.
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